From the basic theoretical idea to the reality there are many levels of complexity and the path to implementation is certainly not a simple one. The devil is in the details, but given that details are essentially the specialty of taxonomists and given the much more balanced approach of this biocode, I think there is a chance, that in time at least some of the proposals will be adopted. Would we all have to consult two codes when we coin a name? Theoretically not, if I understand it correctly, after confirming that there isn't an existing name (with the not yet existent lists of accepted names, the Annexes) then new names would be governed by the new BioCode. That is, once it has been ratified by all involved, so it won't happen overnight.
For it to work it has to be across all codes. Few people would disagree with the basic premise that we all want names that are reliable, stable and consistent. In the current internet-based world, utilising the available resources and minimising confusion between names in different kingdoms is an aim that the taxonomic community is almost obliged to address. Now is truly the time of Biodiversity Informatics, much more so than in the 1990s and not just in 'western' countries, for example the impressive Lista de Espécies da Flora do Brasil (Forzza et al. 2010) . There are still obvious issues with the assumption that everyone has access to a computer and internet which will have to be addressed, but it is something that is changing fast, particularly with the increase in mobile phone use and coverage worldwide.
Those that actively care about the codes and nomenclature are, in all honesty, a subset of a subset. Across all kingdoms only some taxonomists are interested in working on the codes, the rest simply want it to work. The recent redrafting process for the 2011 BioCode has been transparent, but that doesn't mean everyone has been looking. For the success of this sort of initiative, true democratic engagement with the wider systematics community is imperative, especially due to the cross kingdom nature. The planned "Milestones for the next triennium" for the new BioCode laid out in the International Union of Biological Sciences (IUBS 2010) website appears to do this quite well and I would encourage involvement and awareness of the relevant issues, particularly for zoologists and botanists as the mycological, bacteriological and cultivated plant communities are already well on the way regarding issues of registration and accepted name lists (Stalpers et al. 2009 , Tindal 2009 , David 2009 .
ZooBank is obviously a step in the same direction as the BioCode and the existing infrastructure of The International Plant Name Index (IPNI) would easily lend itself to registration. But the issue of centralisation has the potential to be divisive and a balanced approach that is acceptable to all involved will need to be found. Thus the date in the future and the annexes yet to be decided on. There have been pilots such as the IAPT registration trial and there are certainly lessons that can already be learnt from. The bundled set of papers included on the ICB website and published recently in Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature, give background to the issue of registration in particular. McNeill (2000) addresses many issues including those of accepted name lists. He points out that other past large changes to the botanical code came about when it was obvious in practice that they were an advantage. If further open discussion into the advantages a BioCode could offer the taxonomic community leads to experience of how that practice may work and that turns out to be an improvement, then the changes will remain. But it has to be an unhurried transition, allowing all involved to get up to speed in order to accept change. I think the conditions are good, but there are no guarantees.
In conclusion the new version of the BioCode appears to be being approached in a more relaxed, mature way than its 1996 counterpart with ample room for discussion. The code itself has been modified somewhat, but that same principles apply. These are also essentially the same principles in broad brushstrokes of the first biocode of 1842. Perhaps the international taxonomic community will be more receptive to the suggestions this time round. It will be interesting to see how this process progresses and if/when we will have a unified approach to bionomenclature in action.
